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Abstract
This research examined the strategic state of information literacy as implemented across
Christian higher education (CHE) represented by the member institutions of the Council
for Christian Colleges & Universities (CCCU) located in the United States. The study
used a quantitative approach to measure and describe the existent state and longitudinal
change in the responses to information literacy questions from the results of the IES
National Center for Educational Statistics biennial survey of academic libraries from
2004 through 2012. Presented below is a descriptive summary of the responses from
CCCU and non-CCCU schools in an initial effort to determine to show Christian higher
education, as represented by the CCCU schools, has not exceeded in its strategic
implementation of information literacy compared to the rest of higher education.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
The greatest challenge facing us today is how to organize information into
structured knowledge. We must rise above the obsession with quantity of
information and the speed of transmission, and focus on the fact that the key issue
for us is our ability to organize the information once it has been amassed, to
assimilate it, to find meaning in it, and to assure its survival. And that cannot be
done without reading and literacy. (Gregorian, 2002, para. 32)
For a history assignment, a student submits a white supremacist site as a scholarly
resource indicating how the Vikings were better than other medieval European tribes
(Calkins & Kelley, 2007). A student in a computer lab session looking for information
for a research paper exclaims in frustration, “I’m finding some sources, but look at how
short they are. I cannot use these.” On closer examination, the professor discovers that
the student was searching Newspaper Abstracts Index and confusing the abstracts as
articles (Jenson, 2004). These are unfortunate examples of a failed level of information
literacy. To clarify what is meant by information literacy, the American Library
Association’s (ALA) Presidential Committee on Information Literacy (American Library
Association, 1989) defined it as follows: “To be information literate, a person must be
able to recognize when information is needed and have the ability to locate, evaluate, and
use effectively the needed information” (para. 3).
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Information literacy is a skill set that every college student needs to navigate
higher education successfully and an element in the development of a life-long, learning
character (Allen, 2007; Breivik, 2000; Darch, Karelse & Underwood, 1997).
Unfortunately, research shows a gap between what educators expect of college students’
information literacy skills and students’ actual level of competency, particularly in their
first year (Egan & Katz, 2007; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009). Given the expectation of
educators and the greater emphasis on better education outcomes within both the higher
education community and the government (Obama, 2011), it seems that strategic
implementation of information literacy within higher education is warranted. The
President of the United States saw it as important enough to proclaim October 2009 as
National Information Literacy Awareness Month (Obama 2009). Yet, if the examples
cited previously are commonly found in the work of university students today, it would
follow that universities need to address this dearth of skill to graduate fully academically
competent individuals.
As last reported in 2012, the Institute of Education Sciences National Center for
Educational Statistics (IES/NCES) Academic Libraries Survey results for 2010 indicated
that at least some universities across the country implement information literacy skills
strategically (p. 25). Here is a simple summary of those results:


50.3% of American universities had a definition of information literacy or
a definition of an information literate student;



32.7% had information literacy as some part of the university’s mission;



32.5% had a strategic plan for addressing information literacy;
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19.8% had a university-wide committee to implement the universities’
strategic plan; and



25.6% of those universities with a strategic plan for implementing
information literacy formally recognized the library's role in carrying out
that strategy through instruction.

If these statistics had changed significantly from the previous survey in 2008, this
would be encouraging; however, the greatest change was a 4% increase from 2008 to
2010 in the first of the indicators above. The IES/NCES Academic Libraries survey
(2008a) reported only 46.3% of American universities had a definition of information
literacy or a definition of an information literate student.
More recently, the IES/NCES Academic Libraries survey (2014a) reported that,
while 70.9% of all U.S. academic libraries had identified student learning and success
outcomes in regard to information literacy, only 54.5% had actually included information
literacy in their institutional student learning and success outcomes (p. 15). If
information literacy skills are important for success in higher education, these statistics
do not show a collective dedication to addressing this skill set across the nation’s
institutions of higher education.
Given this lack of dedication across higher education and the need to address the
deficit of information literacy skills in students, it would seem worthwhile to examine
where the Christian higher education (CHE) community stands in relationship to the rest
of higher education. Like most academic institutions, Christian institutions aim for
excellence in their efforts to educate their students; however, they also incorporate a
sense of higher calling as a part of their mission, aiming to “do it all for the glory of God”
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(1 Corinthians 10:31, New International Version). This concept of the integration of faith
and learning is one of the hallmarks of CHE (Badley, 1994; Marsden, 1997; Moreland,
1999). Badley (1994) noted that, for the Christian College Coalition, now the CCCU,
this idea “serves as a rallying cry” for their educational model (p. 18). While practical
limitations may impose lower prioritization on efforts of excellence, ostensibly, the
efforts toward improving information literacy should be equal if not better within CHE
given this divine accountability and desire to integrate faith and learning.
This leads to the questions that underlie the purpose for this thesis. Do more
schools within CHE indicate they have strategically implemented information literacy
within their institution than those outside of CHE? Has CHE collectively grown in its
strategic implementation of information literacy over the past 10 years? How does that
compare with the growth of the rest of general higher education institutions (GHE) based
on the same criteria?
The answer to the first question provides an initial descriptive insight into whether
CHE is more or equally dedicated to information literacy initiatives in contrast to all
other schools in the United States. The answers to the last two questions provide insight
into the growth of that dedication of CHE schools where growth is possible over time.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
What Is Information Literacy?
To reiterate what is meant by information literacy, the American Library
Association’s Presidential Committee on Information Literacy (American Library
Association, 1989) defined it as follows: “To be information literate, a person must be
able to recognize when information is needed and have the ability to locate, evaluate, and
use effectively the needed information” (para. 3).
To further clarify what the concept of information literacy entails, the Association
of College and Research Libraries (2000) reported standards of competency for
information literacy with subsequent performance indicators and anticipated outcomes:
The information literate student determines the nature and extent of the
information needed . . . accesses needed information effectively and efficiently . .
. evaluates information and its sources critically and incorporates selected
information into his or her knowledge base and value system . . . individually or
as a member of a group, uses information effectively to accomplish a specific
purpose . . . understands many of the economic, legal, and social issues
surrounding the use of information and accesses and uses information ethically
and legally. (pp. 8–14)
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What Educators Expect
Given the definition and subsequent skills in information literacy outlined above,
what is the expectation of educators for students leaving high school and entering college
for the first time? Wilkes and Gurney (2009) indicated in their examination of the
literature that information literacy is definitely important for the success of students
during their university experience, but there exists a false assumption that students have
been effectively prepared in high school for the tasks requiring information literacy skills
(Messineo & DeOllos, 2005; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009). At an even more basic level,
educators seem to project on their students their own understanding, knowledge of, and
experience with physical and digital information resources. These experiences inform
their understanding of modern information systems and online information. Educators
assume their students have the same experiential context, such as knowing what an online
journal article is based on a contextual experience with a physical journal (Jenson, 2004).
These assumptions, along with the expectation that the opportunity to learn motivates
students rather than just doing the minimum to earn a grade, seem reasonable and natural
to educators (Jenson, 2004).
Exacerbating this perspective is the generally acknowledged reverse principle
about digital literacy (i.e., skills related to computer use and Internet use) (Eshet-Alkalai
& Chajut, 2010; Freeman & Lynd-Balta, 2010; Messineo & DeOllos, 2005). Where
normally age is associated with experience, in the arena of digital literacy, a common
assumption is that the young are more experienced (Eshet-Alkalai & Chajut, 2010).
Educators tend to equate digital literacy with information literacy. They assume that
first-year students do not need any formal instruction because they are adept at
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information technology (Allen, 2007). What is curious is that educators tend to see the
Internet in a negative light in relationship to information literacy skills but still expect
students to use Internet resources in their work (Calkins & Kelley, 2007). What they
expect, though, is that when students use Internet resources, they use them appropriately,
using only valid and reliable web sources (Calkins & Kelley, 2007; Wilkes & Gurney,
2009). However, the observation and acknowledgement that today’s students are
overwhelmed with choices as they approach an information literacy task somewhat
tempers this high bar of expectations (Wilkes & Gurney, 2009).
Realities of College Student Information Literacy Skills
In looking at the literature, the resounding message is that first year students are
not prepared for university level research (Jenson, 2004; Messineo & DeOllos, 2005;
Wilkes & Gurney, 2009). A definite gap exists in the expectations of university
educators and the information literacy skills students carry in to their first year (Egan &
Katz, 2007; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009). It seems evident that high school students are not
formally or systematically taught the information literacy skills they need for college
(Allen, 2007). In some cases, they even have a poor understanding of resources such as
subject encyclopedias and definitely prove unprepared to perform advanced database
searching (Fitzgerald, 2004).
From a development standpoint, students arrive reflecting Perry’s concept of
simple knowledge, believing that an absolute answer exists for any question and that the
professor’s job is to teach them those answers (Evans, Fourney, Guido, Patton, & Renn,
2010; Orme, 2008). They tend toward viewing their educational experience in terms of
“satisficing” (Weiner, 2010, para. 4), using superficial factual evaluation in their work
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(Calkins & Kelley, 2007). Students often feel overwhelmed by the choices available to
them for accomplishing information tasks and unsure of the appropriateness of the
resources available to them (Eshet-Alkalai & Chajut, 2010; Head & Eisenberg, 2009;
Wilkes & Gurney, 2009). Given the fluctuating nature of the information landscape, it is
not surprising that students can feel easily frustrated or overloaded (Head & Eisenberg,
2009; Mednick, 2002). Weiner’s (2010) satisficing approach mentioned earlier reflects
Clydesdale’s (2007) idea that the first year out is focused on daily life management. The
tendency to delay research to the last minute is often reported as connected to attempts to
juggle the demands of their course load (Head & Eisenberg, 2009). In terms of Marcia’s
(1980) identity crisis-commitment model, students tend to face a crisis surrounding their
information literacy identity as they engage in assignments in their first year of college.
In response to the crisis presented by a research task, the tendency is towards either
Marcia’s (1980) concept of diffusion (i.e., getting the job done with no regard to
evaluation of resources) or foreclosure (i.e., getting the job done with the same tried and
true sources they always use).
The Role of the Internet in Student Research
First-year students overwhelmed with the choices they have in information
resources and faced with demanding schedules due to course load turn to what is
convenient or familiar (Fitzgerald, 2004; Head & Eisenberg, 2009). Some use the same
limited information resources (e.g., Google or Wikipedia) regardless of the context of the
research task they are attempting—a sort of less is more approach (Head & Eisenberg,
2009). If given the option, students prefer to use technology before visiting their local
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library. The Internet is the starting place and the first place they turn (Caspers &
Bernhisel, 2007; Fitzgerald, 2004; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009).
When referencing the Internet, this does not include the online resources procured
by the library as a purchased subscription. The Internet refers to the wide-open, untamed
online information landscape. First-year students, as well as all other years, prefer the
Internet as their first-choice resource when researching, and Google is the primary
resource they use (Caspers & Bernhisel, 2007; Fitzgerald, 2004; Head & Eisenberg,
2009; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009). Mittermeyer’s (2005) research with first-year students
generated the following quotes: “In high school and at college, I did all my research for
papers and exams on the Internet and not in books because I find it a lot less complicated
[,] and I can access the information much faster” (p. 221) and “I use the Internet 99% of
the time because I find library research long and complicated” (p. 221). If they cannot
use the Internet, students turn to course materials and course textbooks as their next
source for research, again reflecting the need for convenient and familiar (Head &
Eisenberg, 2009; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009). This is particularly true when the research
they are doing is directly course related (Head & Eisenberg, 2009).
This predilection with the Internet as students’ primary source might be
acceptable to educators if, as mentioned above, the resources students used were valid
and credible (Wilkes & Gurney, 2009). The reality is that first-year students have
difficulty assessing the credibility of sites they find (Calkins & Kelley, 2007; Freeman &
Lynd-Balta, 2010). Freshmen have trouble judging the usefulness, authority, and
sufficiency of sites they find (Allen, 2007; Egan & Katz, 2007). Egan and Katz (2007)
used the Educational Testing Services (ETS) iSkills information literacy assessment to
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evaluate 10,000 students in 2006. The students evaluated a set of web sites, and, while
the results were ultimately not statistically valid, the study revealed “only 52% judged the
objectivity of the sites correctly, 65% judged the authority correctly, 72% judged the
timeliness correctly, 49% identified the one Web site that met all criteria” (pp. 39–40).
Jenson (2004) contended that part of this is the lack of contextual experience in
information resources with which older generations have had experience. Students see
everything on the Internet as the same, including the scholarly databases and online
journal sources. They see abstracts, magazine articles, scholarly journals, and blogs as
essentially text documents, all free to anyone who can use the Internet (Jenson, 2004). In
effect, this essentially causes a white-out effect for resources found on the Internet. The
type of source is lost in the ubiquity of presentation online. This white-out effect shows
up in failures such as the inability to distinguish between the online catalog and online
databases (Mittermeyer, 2005) or the inability to recognize a specialized database from a
general search engine, as reflected in this quote from Mittermeyer’s (2005) work: “No
idea if Google or Yahoo is considered a specialized database. If they are not, then which
one would be considered one?” (p. 224). Another example is the inability to determine
the type of the Internet source by looking at the domain in the URL (e.g., .com, .edu, or
.gov) (Caspers & Bernhisel, 2007). Thus, the convenience and familiarity of the Internet
and the white-out effect leading first years to weigh all resources as equal often results in
using unreliable resources while ignoring available credible resources (Fitzgerald, 2004).
Students’ Inflated Sense of Skill
As stated previously, educators tend to equate digital literacy with information
literacy, but confidence and capability in the use of technology does not translate into
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information literacy skills by default (Caspers & Bernhisel, 2007; Wilkes & Gurney,
2009). Students come to college with great casual and social Internet skills, useful for
engaging blogs and Facebook, YouTube and Hulu, but these surfing and even word
processing skills do not translate to the advanced information literacy skills and critical
thinking skills required (Egan & Katz, 2007; Fitzgerald, 2004; Freeman & Lynd-Balta,
2010). While students may be or at least appear highly computer literate, this does not
translate into research skills (Jenson, 2004).
Students also tend to view themselves as more information literate than they
really are, based on their perceived Internet experience. In “Information Literacy Makes
All the Wrong Assumptions,” Wilder (2005) conjectured that “[t]he typical freshman
assumes that she is already an expert user of the Internet, and her daily experience leads
her to believe that she can get what she wants online without having to undergo a training
program” (p. B13). Students have a high self-assessment of their skills (Freeman &
Lynd-Balta, 2010; Maughan, 2001; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009), but what they discover
concerning their skills is disappointing, specifically the time it takes to find relevant and
scholarly information. Generally, students have high expectation for finding things
quickly: 30 minutes to find what they need from a book or the Internet and 45 minutes to
an hour for scientific journal articles. The language of scholarly journals is daunting, and
students find the articles in them hard to understand (Wilkes & Gurney, 2009). This
“illusion of immediacy” contributes to their failure in correctly estimating the amount of
time to complete their information literacy tasks (Head & Eisenberg, 2009, p. 31).
Even more curious are the results of a five-year study done by Eshet-Alkalai and
Chajut (2009, 2010) in which students showed an increase of digital skills over the course

12
of the study but showed a corresponding decrease of 8-15% percent in information
literacy skills. Eshet-Alkalai and Chajut (2009, 2010) used a pre-test/post-test approach
with one set of students over the five years, in addition to surveying two different but
equivalent samples of students at the start and end of the five-year study. The increase in
digital literacy was consistent in both cases, as was a decrease in information literacy.
This decrease in the face of increased digital literacy suggested a possible negative effect
arising from “information flooding” (p. 179). This condition reduced the students’ ability
to distinguish or ignore false sources from credible ones, leading to a reduction of critical
thinking skills (Eshet-Alkalai & Chajut, 2010).
Recognizing the Strategic Solution
Given the gap between what educators expect of first-year students and the reality
of their information literacy skills, the next step seems obvious: rectifying that gap
through strategic efforts. Wilkes & Gurney (2009) as well as Egan and Katz (2007) made
it clear that traditional information literacy instruction is not effective. While Wilkes and
Gurney (2009) indicated information literacy training can slightly increase skills, Egan
and Katz (2007) discovered that, even after such training, students still relied on Google
as their primary tool. Jenson (2004) found that, whether through classroom instruction or
through computer mediated training, two thirds of students assessed after training scored
an average of 70%. Head and Eisenberg (2009) found that students did not take
advantage of such training opportunities when they were not required.
To affect change in information literacy skills, the consensus is a strategic
investment in information literacy starting at the administrative level and moving down to
the faculty in the classroom (Mednick, 2002). Strategically, information literacy should
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be integrated into the curricula at the course level, embedded directly with the discipline
(Allen, 2007; Calkins & Kelley, 2007; Head & Eisenberg, 2009; Lupton, 2008; Mednick,
2002; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009). In an effort to bridge the gap between educators’
expectations and students’ skill levels, the literature supports implementing a strategy that
includes the following:


stopping librarians from teaching students with dry training (Wilder,
2005);



instructing faculty in information resources and systems (Head &
Eisenberg, 2009; Mednick, 2002);



building partnerships between librarians, faculty, and administrators
(Maughan, 2001; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009);



embedding information literacy in the classroom (Head & Eisenberg,
2009; Lupton, 2008; Mednick, 2002; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009); and



shedding the assumption that students recognize information resource
items with the same contextual intelligence their elders learned in a less
digital age (Jenson, 2004).

Unfortunately, such a top-down, integrated strategy facilitating such changes is
generally not in place in academic institutions (Alfino, Pajer, Pierce, & Jenks, 2008;
Wilkes & Gurney, 2009; Williams & Evans, 2008). As mentioned previously, results of
the IES National Center for Educational Statistics (2012) annual survey of academic
libraries confirms this conclusion, showing less than 33% of academic institutions have
incorporated information literacy into their mission, their strategic plan, have an
institution-wide committee for implementing a strategic plan, or have formal recognition
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of the library’s role in information literacy instruction. Incorporating a curricular strategy
for information literacy is not an easy task, as it is a cross-discipline skill (Weiner, 2010).
The current state of information literacy across academia, as reflected in the survey
results, is unfortunate and calls for awareness of the issues, action, and a change in
paradigm among all institutions of higher learning.
Question to be Answered
There seems a definite need to address students’ lack of information literacy
skills, as well as the deficit across academia in the efforts to use strategic and integrative
efforts to rectify this dearth of skill. What has not been examined in the literature is
whether Christian institutions exceed or fall behind in these strategic efforts or how
Christian institutions as a collective fare in comparison to non-Christian institutions in
these endeavors.
Discovering whether CHE is exceeding in the strategic integration of information
literacy strategies or is even more deficient than the IES National Center for Educational
Statistics reported for the general academic community should help to inform
administrators in their effort to improve the learning outcomes within the institution and
ultimately develop stronger graduates. Having a clear understanding of the disconnect
that can occur between faculty expectations and students’ skills along with the results of
this study might encourage faculty in their existing efforts or motivate them to work with
administrators and librarians to improve the strategic integration of information literacy.
No matter the results, understanding the strategic state of information literacy efforts in
CHE can improve awareness of the information literacy landscape in CHE and open the
door to further research benefitting this community of institutions.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The IES National Center for Educational Statistics (IES/NCES) has conducted the
Academic Library Survey (ALS) every two years starting in the year 2000. It was
previously collected as part of the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS) from 1988 to 2000 and, before 1988, was collected as part of the Higher
Education General Information System (HEGIS) (IES/NCES, 2007). The ALS portion
moved back into IPEDS for the 2014 survey. This study used the pre-existing public data
sets provided by the IES/NCES, including all academic institutions in the United States,
U.S.-held territories, and military academies. The study only included the questions
identified in the information literacy section of each of the surveys from 2004 to 2012.
The questions used from each of the surveys are shown in Table 4. Before 2004, no
questions addressed information literacy, and an information literacy section was not
included in the 2014 survey instrument.
The ALS survey universe “is comprised of all 2- and 4-year degree-granting
postsecondary institutions with a library” (IES/NCES, 2008a, p. 2). This includes “Title
IV recipient institutions within the 50 States and DC” (IES/NCES, 2007, p. 5), “the
outlying areas of the United States” (p. 1), and “the four primary military academies
(Army, Air Force, Navy, and Coastguard)” (p. 2). Unfortunately, the data set for 2004
was not the same as the data sets for 2006 through 2012. The 2004 data set “[included]
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data only on institutions within the 50 states and the District of Columbia” (IES/NCES,
2007, p. 9). The 2006–2012 added outlying areas to this collection. All the data sets
included schools that had not responded to the survey in that year and imputed responses
to questions based on the previous year’s results, calculations, and other methods. Each
year’s data set was overly expansive, including “institutions” that would have diluted the
response pool for the two sub-groups this study required. Thus, it was necessary to
develop consistent criteria to determine which schools were in-scope and which were outof-scope to define the participants included in the study.
Participants
Since the primary questions answered by this study did so by comparing schools
in CHE and schools in GHE, it was necessary to identify each group. The primary group
for this study (CHE institutions) was defined as the 117 institutions from the United
States of the 120 current members of the Council for Christian Colleges & Universities
(CCCU) (2014a, 2014b). Three CCCU institutions—The King's University College,
Redeemer University College, and Trinity Western University—are located outside of the
United States and as such were not included in the survey. These were the only criteria
that limited which institutions were in the CHE group. The study did not consider any
other demographic data in determining this group. The secondary group (GHE
institutions) consisted of all other institutions not included in the CHE group. The study
did not consider any other demographic data in determining this group either.
The IES/NCES documentation for the data sets did not provide clear criteria for
how they determined in-scope schools for the reporting they provided. Some criteria
were indicated, but the study could not replicate the numbers IES/NCES published for in-
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scope schools and respondent schools for any data set after 2004. Thus, in an effort to
build a consistent set of responding institutions from each data set and to replicate as
close as possible the criteria the IES/NCES had used in their reporting, the researcher
used a set of uniform criteria to determine which institutions were in-scope. All of the
following criteria were identified by specific values recorded in specific fields in each
institution’s response record. The possible values for each of the fields used to determine
in-scope institutions were consistent across every year of the survey.
“Child” institutions. “Child” institutions are those whose responses are
aggregated into a “Parent” or main institution’s response. As such, these schools could
not be considered. The fields of their survey response records were blank. Including
them would have falsely increased the number of responding schools, and the blank
responses would have lowered the percentages for any group in which they were
included. They were excluded by eliminating any record for which the data field
CYPARCH was equal to 2. This corresponded to a response of “Child (Data reported on
another institution’s record)” (IES/NCES, 2007, 2008a, 2009, 2011b, 2014b).
Outlying regions. It would have been possible to include schools from U.S.-held
territories; however, the 2004 data set published for the public did not include them. To
make the data sets consistent, it was necessary to eliminate them from the 2006-2012 data
sets. They were excluded by eliminating any record for which the data field OBEREG
was equal to 9. This corresponded to a response of “Outlying areas AS FM GU MH MP
PR PW VI” (IES/NCES, 2007, 2008a, 2009, 2011b, 2014b).
Active institutions. Each data set included records for institutions that were
considered out-of-scope for the survey based in IPEDS data compiled as part of the data
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set for each institution. There were several status options for schools included in the data
(see Appendix D). To ensure that the institutions included were essentially active for the
purposes of the survey pool, only those for which the data field ACT had a value of A, N,
or R were included. The status of these institutions was either “A” for “Active institution active and not an add,” “N” for “New - added during the current year,” or “R”
for “Restore - restored to the current universe” (IES/NCES, 2007, 2008a, 2009, 2011b,
2014b).
Title IV eligibility. This criterion is reflective of the IES/NCES original criteria
for their evaluation in an attempt to get close to the pool of institutions used in their
evaluations. Schools not participating in the Title IV federal financial aid program were
eliminated by excluding those for which the data field OPEFLAG was equal to 5 or 6.
These answers corresponded to the descriptions “Not currently participating in Title IV,
has an OPE ID number” and “Not currently participating in Title IV, does not have and
OPE ID number,” respectively (IES/NCES, 2007, 2008a, 2009, 2011b, 2014b). It should
be noted that the United States Coast Guard Academy was still included in the data sets
despite not participating in the Title IV federal financial aid program. The IES/NCES
survey analyst imputed this status to all of the military academies, presumably because
they were funded by the military and, by extension, the federal government.
Active respondents. The last criterion for inclusion used across all institutional
records was whether the institution had actually responded to the survey in each year.
Non-responders could not be considered participants for the purpose of this study,
particularly because the number of total schools included in the raw data sets were
different each year. Since the CHE institution count was constant but the GHE institution
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count differed each year, it made more sense to only include schools in either group
which responded to the survey. Non-responders were eliminated by excluding all schools
for which the data field STATUS was equal to 4. This corresponded to the identifier of
“Nonrespondent, imputed” (IES/NCES, 2007, 2008a, 2009, 2011b, 2014b). This final
criteria rounded out those used to determine in-scope respondent schools.
Table 1 shows figures for all in-scope schools and all responding in-scope
schools, as well as the percentage of respondents for each year of the survey. Table 2
shows figures for the GHE group, and Table 3 shows the figures for CHE, taking as a
given that only 117 institutions total are in-scope, as that is the number of U.S. CCCU
member institutions.
Table 1
All In-Scope Institutions
Year

Total

Respondent

%

2004

3,653

3,178

87.00%

2006
2008
2010
2012

3,621
3,833
3,695
3,800

3,216
3,324
3,183
3,243

88.82%
86.72%
86.14%
85.34%

Table 2
All In-Scope General Higher Education (GHE) Institutions
Year

Total

Respondent

%

2004

3,536

3,069

86.79%

2006

3,504

3,108

88.70%

2008

3,716

3,212

86.44%

2010

3,578

3,069

85.77%

2012

3,683

3,128

84.93%
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Table 3
All In-Scope Christian Higher Education (CHE) Institutions
Year

Total

Respondent

%

2004

117

109

93.16%

2006

117

108

92.31%

2008

117

112

95.73%

2010

117

114

97.44%

2012

117

115

98.29%

Measures
The 2004 survey incorporated four “yes/no” questions pertaining to information
literacy without requiring any question to be contingent on the answer of the previous
question. The 2006–2010 surveys added a fifth question and made questions 4 and 5
contingent on a “yes” response to the third question. The full set of questions for each
year is shown in Table 4. Appendix A includes a sample of the questions as they appear
in each survey tool. Questions referred to previously as 1-5 correspond to the
enumerated statements labeled 800-805 found in Appendix A. The questions are worded
the same across all survey years from 2004 through 2010 and are listed in the order they
appear in the appendix. The survey instrument for the 2012 survey did not use any of the
questions on information literacy from the previous surveys.
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Table 4
Information Literacy Focused Survey Items/Questions by Year of Use
Does your postsecondary institution have the
following, or has it done the following?

2004

2006

2008

2010

A definition of information literacy or of an
information literate student

X

X

X

X

Incorporated information literacy in the
institution’s mission

X

X

X

X

Incorporated information literacy in the
institution’s strategic plan

X

X

X

X

An institution-wide committee to implement the
strategic plans for information literacy

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

The strategic plan formally recognizes the
library’s role in information literacy instruction

2012

Has your postsecondary institution articulated
student/learning/student success outcomes?

X

Is information literacy incorporated in the
institution’s student learning/student success
outcomes?

X

The IES National Center for Educational Statistics considered institutions that do
not answer an item on the instrument to have answered negatively, indicating in this case
that they do not have the strategy indicated in place in their university (IES/NCES, 2007,
2008a, 2009, 2011b, 2014b). As such, this study only used the “yes” answers to each
item concerning information literacy strategy in each of the IES/NCES surveys from
2004 through 2012. A “no” answer or “no answer” response were not considered in the
results.
A basic percentage was calculated for each respondent group by adding all of the
“yes” answers from each question and dividing by the number of respondent institutions.
This was done for each year of the survey. These calculations provided comparable
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percentages for both the CHE and GHE participant groups for four of the questions for
the 2004 to 2010 survey years and five of the questions across the 2006 to 2010 survey
years. This allowed for longitudinal plotting of the percentages for all five questions
used in the 2004-2010 surveys. This same method was used to calculate the percentages
of “yes” answers for the two questions used in the 2012 survey. Each sum was calculated
directly from the raw data to be sure the numbers were achieved using the same process.
Because the 2006-2010 surveys made questions 4 and 5 contingent on a “yes”
answer to question 3, any institution that answered “no” to question 3 was automatically
marked as having “no response” to questions 4 and 5. To account for this, a separate
calculation was done on the last two questions for the responses in the 2006-2010
surveys. Since the answers were contingent, for this calculation, the number of “yes”
answers was divided by the number of respondents indicating a “yes” to the third
question. Both the contingent and non-contingent percentages were included in the
results. This was done largely due to question 4 being non-contingent in the 2004 survey
and contingent elsewhere. It allowed longitudinal comparison in both a non-contingent
and contingent manner.
Procedures
To describe the current state and growth of CHE in information literacy strategy,
each of the following indicators and comparisons were calculated and reported based on
an initial count of schools with “yes” answers for each question on the instrument. The
following results sets were developed using these counts:


Positive answer percentages for each question on each year’s survey for CHE



Positive answer percentages for each question on each year’s survey for GHE
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A comparison of the change in the positive percentages longitudinally from
2004, 2006, 2008, and 2010 for each of the questions indicating growth for
CHE



A comparison of the change in the positive percentages longitudinally from
2004, 2006, 2008, and 2010 for each of the questions indicating growth for
GHE



A comparison between CHE and GHE schools’ percentages longitudinally for
2004 to 2006, 2006 to 2008, and 2008 to 2010, indicating how CHE schools
have fared in relation to the GHE growth over time



A comparison between CHE and GHE schools for 2012 data indicating how
CCCU schools fare in relation to the GHE responses for the 2012 information
literacy questions
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Chapter 4
Results
Because the data from the IES/NCES Academic Library surveys did not have
demographic indicators to determine which schools were CCCU members in order to
build the CHE group, it was necessary to identify the schools within the data set
manually. This was further complicated by the discovery that some schools in the CCCU
had changed names since 2004. Since the 2012 data was most likely to have a university
name field that matched the names listed in the current CCCU roster, all schools were
identified using their name within that data set. It was necessary in some cases to use
physical address information to confirm the data record associated with a particular
CCCU member institution when institution names were identical. Once the record was
located in the 2012 data, the “Unit identification Number: The unique unit identification
number assigned to every institution in the universe” (IES/NCES, 2007, 2008a, 2009,
2011b, 2014b) within the IES/NCES data was recorded and used to isolate the records
from previous years’ data sets associated with the CCCU schools. Each CHE data set
was rechecked to ensure that the identifiers used for each institution in the set from each
year matched either the same name and physical location of the 2012 set of institution
names or a previous name for the same institution. In this way, the CHE data set was
isolated from the total data set, allowing for sums and percentages to be created for the
CHE and GHE groups for each of the questions in the survey instrument being tallied.
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Comparative Data by Year
2004. Table 5 below shows the positive answer percentages for each question on
the 2004 survey for CHE and GHE. The total in-scope respondent pool for CHE was
n=109 institutions which represented a survey response rate of 93.16%. The total inscope respondent pool for GHE was n=3069 institutions which represented a survey
response rate of 86.79%. Figure 1 provides a graphic representation of the same data.
The fifth survey question is included on Table 5 and Figure 1 even though that question
was not included in the 2004 survey instrument. This was done to provide a consistent
data presentation for the reader observing each set of results from 2004 through 2010.
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Table 5
2004 Positive Responses to Information Literacy Questions for Christian Higher
Education and General Higher Education
Does your postsecondary institution
have the following, or has it done the
following?

# GHE % GHE

Δ

# CHE

% CHE

Definition of information literacy or
of an information literate student

44

40.37%

44

48.78%

8.41%

Incorporated information literacy in
the institution’s mission

24

22.02%

24

36.27%

14.25%

Incorporated information literacy in
the institution’s strategic plan

33

30.28%

33

39.85%

9.57%

Campus-wide committee to
implement the strategic plan for
information literacy

17

15.60%

17

24.89%

9.30%

The strategic plan formally
recognizes the library’s role in
information literacy instruction

N/A

0%

N/A

0%

0.00%

Campus-wide committee to
implement the strategic plan for
information literacy ǂ

17

51.52%

62.47%

10.95%

The strategic plan formally
recognizes the library’s role in
information literacy instruction ǂ

N/A

0%

0%

0.00%

N/A

CHE n=109; GHE n=3069
ǂ These are alternative calculations in which the percentages are identified by dividing
the number of respondents for the question by the total number of institutions who
responded “Yes” to “Incorporated information literacy in the institution’s strategic
plan”
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Figure 1. 2004 percentages of positive responses to information literacy questions for
Christian higher education and general higher education.
2006. Table 6 below shows the positive answer percentages for each question on
the 2006 survey for CHE and GHE. The total in-scope respondent pool for CHE was
n=108 institutions, which represented a survey response rate of 92.31%. The total inscope respondent pool for GHE was n=3108 institutions, which represented a survey
response rate of 88.70%. Figure 2 provides a graphic representation of the same data.
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Table 6
2006 Positive Responses to Information Literacy Questions for Christian Higher
Education and General Higher Education
Does your postsecondary institution
have the following, or has it done the
following?

# CHE

% CHE # GHE % GHE

Δ

Definition of information literacy or
of an information literate student

51

47.22%

1701

54.73%

7.51%

Incorporated information literacy in
the institution’s mission

32

29.63%

1207

38.84%

9.21%

Incorporated information literacy in
the institution’s strategic plan

31

28.70%

1067

34.33%

5.63%

Campus-wide committee to
implement the strategic plan for
information literacy

11

10.19%

625

20.11%

9.92%

The strategic plan formally
recognizes the library’s role in
information literacy instruction

25

23.15%

872

28.06%

4.91%

Campus-wide committee to
implement the strategic plan for
information literacy ǂ

11

35.48%

625

58.58%

23.09%

The strategic plan formally
recognizes the library’s role in
information literacy instruction ǂ

25

80.65%

872

81.72%

1.08%

CHE n=108; GHE n=3108
ǂ These are alternative calculations where the percentages are identified by dividing the
number of respondents for the question by the total number of institutions who
responded “Yes” to “Incorporated information literacy in the institution’s strategic
plan”
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Figure 2. 2006 percentages of positive responses to information literacy questions for
Christian higher education and general higher education.
2008. Table 7 below shows the positive answer percentages for each question on
the 2008 survey for CHE and GHE. The total in-scope respondent pool for CHE was
n=112 institutions, which represented a survey response rate of 95.73%. The total inscope respondent pool for GHE was n=3212 institutions, which represented a survey
response rate of 86.44%. Figure 3 provides a graphic representation of the same data.
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Table 7
2008 Positive Responses to Information Literacy Questions for Christian Higher
Education and General Higher Education
Does your postsecondary institution
have the following, or has it done the
following?

# CHE

% CHE # GHE % GHE

Δ

Definition of information literacy or of
an information literate student

56

50.00%

1715

53.39%

3.39%

Incorporated information literacy in
the institution’s mission

38

33.93%

1205

37.52%

3.59%

Incorporated information literacy in
the institution’s strategic plan

34

30.36%

1124

34.99%

4.64%

Campus-wide committee to implement
the strategic plan for information
literacy

18

16.07%

665

20.70%

4.63%

The strategic plan formally recognizes
the library’s role in information
literacy instruction

24

21.43%

903

28.11%

6.68%

Campus-wide committee to implement
the strategic plan for information
literacy ǂ

18

52.94%

665

59.16%

6.22%

The strategic plan formally recognizes
the library’s role in information
literacy instruction ǂ

24

70.59%

903

80.34%

9.75%

CHE n=112; GHE n=3212
ǂ These are alternative calculations where the percentages are identified by dividing the
number of respondents for the question by the total number of institutions who
responded “Yes” to “Incorporated information literacy in the institution’s strategic
plan”
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Figure 3. 2008 percentages of positive responses to information literacy questions for
Christian higher education and general higher education.
2010. Table 8 below shows the positive answer percentages for each question on
the 2010 survey for CHE and GHE. The total in-scope respondent pool for CHE was
n=114 institutions, which represented a survey response rate of 97.44%. The total inscope respondent pool for GHE was n=3069 institutions, which represented a survey
response rate of 85.77%. Figure 4 provides a graphic representation of the same data.
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Table 8
2010 Positive Responses to Information Literacy Questions for Christian Higher
Education and General Higher Education
Does your postsecondary institution
have the following, or has it done the
following?

# CHE

% CHE # GHE % GHE

Δ

Definition of information literacy or
of an information literate student

60

52.63%

1796

58.52%

5.89%

Incorporated information literacy in
the institution’s mission

32

28.07%

1173

38.22%

10.15%

Incorporated information literacy in
the institution’s strategic plan

27

23.68%

1173

38.22%

14.54%

Campus-wide committee to
implement the strategic plan for
information literacy

14

12.28%

716

23.33%

11.05%

The strategic plan formally
recognizes the library’s role in
information literacy instruction

20

17.54%

924

30.11%

12.56%

Campus-wide committee to
implement the strategic plan for
information literacy ǂ

14

51.85%

716

61.04%

9.19%

The strategic plan formally
recognizes the library’s role in
information literacy instruction ǂ

20

74.07%

924

78.77%

4.70%

CHE n=114; GHE n=3069
ǂ These are alternative calculations where the percentages are identified by dividing the
number of respondents for the question by the total number of institutions who
responded “Yes” to “Incorporated information literacy in the institution’s strategic
plan”
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Figure 4. 2010 percentages of positive responses to information literacy questions for
Christian higher education and general higher education.
2012. Table 9 below shows the positive answer percentages for each question on
the 2012 survey for CHE and GHE. The total in-scope respondent pool for CHE was
n=115 institutions, which represented a survey response rate of 98.29%. The total inscope respondent pool for GHE was n=3128 institutions, which represented a survey
response rate of 84.93%. Figure 5 provides a graphic representation of the same data.
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Table 9
2012 Positive Responses to Information Literacy Questions for Christian Higher
Education and General Higher Education
Does your postsecondary institution
have the following, or has it done the
following?

# CHE

% CHE # GHE % GHE

Δ

Has your postsecondary institution
articulated student/learning/student
success outcomes?

101

87.83%

2587

82.70%

5.12%

Is information literacy incorporated
in the institution’s student
learning/student success outcomes?

65

56.52%

2002

64.00%

7.48%

Is information literacy incorporated
in the institution’s student
learning/student success outcomes? ǂ

65

64.36%

2002

77.39%

13.03%

CHE n=115; GHE n=3128
ǂ This is an alternative calculation where the percentage is identified by dividing the
number of respondents for the question by the total number of institutions who
responded “Yes” to “Has your postsecondary institution articulated
student/learning/student success outcomes?”

Figure 5. 2012 percentages of positive responses to information literacy questions for
Christian higher education and general higher education.
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Longitudinal Data by Question
For the 2004-2010 surveys, it was possible to look at both the CHE and GHE data
longitudinally by each survey item. Only one item was missing from the 2004 survey,
and that survey did not explicitly hinge the fourth item on the third as the other survey
instruments did. As such, for the responses to the implied questions, “Does your
postsecondary institution have a campus-wide committee to implement the strategic plan
for information literacy?” and “Does your postsecondary institution have a strategic plan
the formally recognizes the library’s role in information literacy instruction?” the
longitudinal evaluation includes the two-calculation approach presented in the
comparative data tables. Each of the survey items below is framed by the initial question,
“Does your postsecondary institution have the following, or has it done the following?”
The longitudinal data is presented as a comparison of percentages.
Definition of information literacy or of an information literate student. Table
10 below shows the longitudinal positive answer percentages for the item, “Does your
postsecondary institution have a definition of information literacy or of an information
literate student?” The table includes the delta between each year for both CHE and GHE
and the delta between CHE and GHE for each year. Figure 6 provides a graphic
representation of the longitudinal changes for the positive answer percentages.
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Table 10
Longitudinal View of the Positive Response for “Definition of information literacy or of
an information literate student”
2004
Christian Higher
Education (CHE)

Δ

40.37%

2006
47.22%

6.86%
General Higher
Education (GHE)

48.78%

8.41%

2008

54.73%

2010

Total Δ

52.63%

12.26%

58.52%

9.74%

2.63%
53.39%

1.34%
7.51%

Δ

50.00%
2.78%

5.95%
Δ between CHE and
GHE

Δ

5.13%
3.39%

5.89%

2.52%

Figure 6. Longitudinal view of the positive response for “definition of information
literacy or of an information literate student.”
Incorporated information literacy in the institution’s mission. Table 11 below
shows the longitudinal positive answer percentages for the item, “Has your postsecondary
institution incorporated information literacy in the institution’s mission?” The table
includes the delta between each year for both CHE and GHE and the delta between CHE
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and GHE for each year. Figure 7 provides a graphic representation of the longitudinal
changes for the positive answer percentages.
Table 11
Longitudinal View of the Positive Response for “Incorporated information literacy in the
institution’s mission”
2004
Christian Higher
Education (CHE)

Δ

22.02%

2006

36.27%

14.25%

Δ

2010

Total Δ

33.93%
28.07%
4.30%
5.86%

6.05%

38.84%

37.52%
38.22%
1.32%
0.71%

1.96%

2.57%
Δ between CHE and
GHE

2008

29.63%
7.61%

General Higher
Education (GHE)

Δ

9.21%

3.59%

10.15%

4.10%

Figure 7. Longitudinal view of the positive response for “incorporated information
literacy in the institution’s mission.”
Incorporated information literacy in the institution’s strategic plan. Table 12
below shows the longitudinal positive answer percentages for the item, “Has your
postsecondary institution incorporated information literacy in the institution’s strategic
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plan?” The table includes the delta between each year for both CHE and GHE and the
delta between CHE and GHE for each year. Figure 8 provides a graphic representation of
the longitudinal changes for the positive answer percentages.
Table 12
Longitudinal View of the Positive Response for “Incorporated information literacy in the
institution’s strategic plan”
2004
Christian Higher
Education (CHE)

Δ

30.28%

2006
28.70%

1.57%
General Higher
Education (GHE)

39.85%

9.57%

2008

34.33%

2010

Total Δ

23.68%

-6.59%

38.22%

-1.63%

14.54%

-4.96%

6.67%
34.99%

0.66%
5.63%

Δ

30.36%
1.65%

5.52%
Δ between CHE and
GHE

Δ

3.23%
4.64%

Figure 8. Longitudinal view of the positive response for “incorporated information
literacy in the institution’s strategic plan.”
Campus-wide committee to implement the strategic plan for information
literacy. Table 13 below shows the longitudinal positive answer percentages for the
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item, “Does your postsecondary institution have a campus-wide committee to implement
the strategic plan for information literacy?” The table includes the delta between each
year for both CHE and GHE and the delta between CHE and GHE for each year. This
data set also includes the alternate calculation in which the percentage is based on the
number of institutions that answered “yes” for item 3 on the survey instrument, “Has
your postsecondary institution incorporated information literacy in the institution’s
strategic plan?” Figure 9 provides a graphic representation of the longitudinal changes
for the positive answer percentages.
Table 13
Longitudinal View of the Positive Response for “Campus-wide committee to implement
the strategic plan for information literacy”
2004
Christian Higher
Education (CHE)

Δ

15.60%

2006
10.19%

General Higher
Education (GHE) ǂ

62.47%

Total Δ

20.70%

23.33%
2.63%

1.56%

4.63%

11.05%

-1.75%

35.48%
52.94%
51.85%
16.03%
17.46%
1.09%

0.34%

5.89%
20.11%

9.30%
51.52%

2010

-3.32%

24.89%

Christian Higher
Education (CHE) ǂ

Δ

12.28%
3.79%

4.78%
Δ between CHE and
GHE

2008
16.07%

5.41%
General Higher
Education (GHE)

Δ

0.59%
9.92%

58.58%
3.89%

59.16%
0.59%

61.04%

-1.43%

1.88%

Δ between CHE and
GHE ǂ
10.95%
23.09%
6.22%
9.19%
1.77%
ǂ These are alternative calculations where the percentages are identified by dividing the
number of respondents for the question by the total number of institutions who
responded “Yes” to “Incorporated information literacy in the institution’s strategic
plan”
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Figure 9. Longitudinal view of the positive response for “campus-wide committee to
implement the strategic plan for information literacy.”
The strategic plan formally recognizes the library’s role in information
literacy instruction. Table 14 below shows the longitudinal positive answer percentages
for the item, “Does your postsecondary institution’s strategic plan formally recognize the
library’s role in information literacy instruction?” The table includes the delta between
each year for both CHE and GHE and the delta between CHE and GHE for each year.
This data set also includes the alternate calculation in which the percentage is based on
the number of institutions that answered “yes” for item 3 on the survey instrument, “Has
your postsecondary institution incorporated information literacy in the institution’s
strategic plan?” Figure 10 provides a graphic representation of the longitudinal changes
for the positive answer percentages.
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Table 14
Longitudinal View of the Positive Response for “The strategic plan formally recognizes
the library’s role in information literacy instruction”
2004
Christian Higher
Education (CHE)

Δ

N/A

2006
23.15%

N/A
General Higher
Education (GHE)

N/A

N/A

4.91%

Christian Higher
Education (CHE) ǂ

N/A

80.65%
N/A

Total Δ
-5.60%

28.11%

30.11%
1.99%

2.05%

6.68%

12.56%

-7.66%

70.59%
74.07%
10.06%
3.49%

-6.57%

81.72%
N/A

2010

17.54%
3.88%

0.06%

Δ between CHE and
GHE

Δ

21.43%

28.06%

N/A

2008

1.72%

N/A

General Higher
Education (GHE) ǂ

Δ

80.34%
1.39%

78.77%
1.57%

-2.95%

Δ between CHE and
GHE ǂ
N/A
1.08%
9.75%
4.70% -3.62%
ǂ These are alternative calculations where the percentages are identified by dividing the
number of respondents for the question by the total number of institutions who
responded “Yes” to “Incorporated information literacy in the institution’s strategic
plan”
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Figure 10. Longitudinal view of the positive response for “the strategic plan formally
recognizes the library’s role in information literacy instruction.”

43

Chapter 5
Discussion
General Observation
Several findings of this research merit highlighting, but before answering the
specific questions posed by this study, it is worth noting a general trend across both CHE
and GHE. Of the items in the survey that were used to indicate strategic implementation
of information literacy in this research, no single item claimed a participation level of
over 60% for either CHE or GHE. Given that the CHE only represented 117 possible
extra institutions, the total percentage cannot have ever gone much higher. This
percentage of implementation was largely due to institutions having a definition of
information literacy. The more strategic elements never exceeded 40% participation in
implementation. A two-thirds participation level, or 60%, might be seen as reasonable.
However, 40% or below does not seem an indication of importance. The 2012 survey
element that was directly related to information literacy was also not higher than 65% for
either CHE or GHE. This was expected and confirmed across all 2004-2010 data given
the previously quoted IES/NCES Academic Libraries survey (2008a) report. It seems
reasonable to say that, overall, given the complete set of information from 2004 to 2012,
the lack of higher participation across all the elements identified in the survey of all
institutions shows that information literacy is not a strategic priority in academia on the
whole.
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Findings
Of the two primary questions posed by this study, the first finding is that CHE
consistently failed to exceed GHE in the strategic implementation of information literacy.
Excluding the item in the 2012 survey, which asked a generic question about the
implementation of student learning or success outcomes, CHE’s percentage of
participation was lower than GHE’s in every identified practice indicating a strategic
implementation of information literacy.
The second finding of this research indicates that at least two of the five items on
the survey instruments from 2004 to 2010 showed greater growth in implementation over
the six years among the CHE institutions than in GHE. CHE grew 12.26% in the number
of schools that had a definition of information literacy or of an information literate
student, and it grew 6.05% in the number of schools that incorporated information
literacy into the institution’s mission. This exceeded the growth of GHE in these areas by
2.52% and 4.10%, respectively.
It should be noted that, while the total growth in the percentage (-3.32%) of CHE
institutions that implemented a campus-wide committee to implement the strategic plan
for information literacy was lower than GHE (1.56%), it was slightly higher for those
CHE institutions that actually had incorporated information literacy in their institution’s
strategic plan. CHE had a slight growth of 0.34%, whereas GHE decreased in number by
1.43%, a 1.77% difference.
CHE and GHE differed the most in growth in the inclusion of information literacy
into the institution’s strategic plan. From 2004 to 2010, both CHE and GHE saw
negative growth in this implementation, however, CHE dropped -6.59% in participation
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while GHE only dropped -1.63%, a difference of 4.96%. This was an odd change in
strategic implementation given that the inclusion of information literacy in the
institution’s mission actually increased for both CHE and GHE by 6.05% and 1.96%,
respectively.
The highest difference between GHE’s growth in percentage of implementation
and CHE’s centered on the fifth item in the 2006 to 2010 survey instruments. A greater
number of GHE institutions had formally recognized the library’s role in information
literacy instruction by 2010 than CHE institutions, regardless of whether they had
indicated incorporating information literacy into the institution’s strategic plan. CHE had
a drop in participation of -5.60%, whereas GHE grew in participation overall by 2.05%, a
difference of 7.66%. The difference was 3.62% where either category of institutions had
actually incorporated information literacy into the institution’s strategic plan. This does
not reflect positively for CHE given the literature’s call for partnerships between
librarians, faculty, and administrators as an effective strategy for bridging the gap
between educators’ expectations and students’ skill levels in information literacy
(Maughan, 2001; Wilkes & Gurney, 2009).
The most curious finding in the longitudinal examination of CHE’s responses was
that all but the first item (definition of information literacy) peaked in percentage of
implementation in 2008 and then dropped in 2010. This was not a consistent pattern for
the GHE institutions. This particular change could be interpreted as a drop in the
importance of information literacy across the CHE institutions but would require
considerable further research to better inform such a speculation. It is, however, a rather
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curious longitudinal trend and seems to reflect some common element may have affected
these institutions.
One last finding of note concerns the pre-question for the information literacy
section of the 2012 survey instrument. While this pre-question is not directly related to
information literacy, it is the one survey item in this study for which CHE exceeded GHE
in percentage of implementation. The percentage of CHE institutions that had articulated
student learning/student success outcomes for their institution was 87.83%; GHE came to
82.70%.
Limitations
Initially, the intent was to replicate the scope used by the NCES in determining
what schools were included and which were not included as part of the data sets for each
instrument year. Unfortunately, the documentation for how NCES determined this was
not explicit enough. An attempt was made to recreate their numbers but to no avail. This
makes comparisons to their overall result reports close but not accurate. While this is not
exactly a limitation since the study does use a consistent scheme to determine which
schools were considered in-scope and clearly states how this was accomplished, it needed
to be noted in light of the reporting done by the NCES themselves on the whole data set
in each instrument’s results.
A clearer limitation is in the determination of what constitutes Christian higher
education. The definition of what institutions are “Christian” and which should not be
included in that category is debatable. Rather than spend time arguing the case for what
is Christian and what is not when it comes to higher education institutions, it was decided
that the CCCU was a sufficient pool of institutions to represent Christian higher
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education based on self-identification. It is conceded that this decision is also somewhat
biased on the part of the researcher, being from one of the schools within that consortium.
The most significant impact this decision has is that it is likely schools that could be
considered a part of Christian higher education were included in the general higher
education institution participant pools.
While again not a limitation, the use of the multiple instruments must be noted as
impacting the study. While the 2006-2010 instruments were essentially the same, the
2004 is missing both an item and a methodology that the other instruments used. Again,
the 2004 instrument did not use the fifth question and did not make the fourth and fifth
questions on information literacy contingent on the third question being “yes.” The 2012
instrument is not the same instrument in terms of information literacy items at all. While
the study could have just focused on the 2006 through 2010 data and provided a more
uniform set of data, while also opening up other methodologies, it was decided that
looking at the data in a descriptive way opened up the possibility of including all the data
from 2004 through 2012 to present a broader understanding.
Another decision that limited the usefulness of this study is the decision not to use
an arbitrary scoring method for each institution. Since this study is descriptive in nature,
the differences in percentages between CHE and GHE could not be compared for
significance. It is important to recognize that, while the results of this study are useful in
understanding the differences between CHE and GHE in the strategic implementation of
information literacy, the compared percentages should not be seen as statistically
significant. Without using some means to score each institution’s responses as a single
measurable number, this is not feasible given the yes/no nature of the responses. While
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that approach could have been used, it was beyond the scope of this study and would
require a more thorough way to justify the weight of each item in the instruments being
used. It would also require dropping the 2004 and 2012 data sets unless some justifiable
way of scoring them could be determined that would allow the results to be comparable
with integrity.
Another limitation is in the items themselves on the instruments. The questions
used in the instruments are those identified by the National Center for Educational
Statistics as important to understand how institutions have been integrating information
literacy strategy at an institution-wide level; however, there are other ways information
literacy could be addressed in institutions. This study only addresses the efforts made at
an institutional level. This does not address efforts made at the levels of sub-schools,
departments, support services, libraries, faculty, staff, or librarians.
Implications for Practice
Given the results of this study, it seems reasonable to say that CHE is not
exceeding in the strategic integration of information literacy strategies. The results
should help to inform administrators in their efforts to improve the learning outcomes
within the institution and ultimately develop stronger graduates.
Christian higher education has developed an understanding and definition of an
information literate student for the most part and seems to have been on the way to
continuing that trend in the linear direction that the 2004-2010 data seemed to show. If
this is true and the literature’s implications are still true concerning the disconnect
between faculty expectations and actual student preparedness, then the overall result of
this study should serve to increase awareness of where CHE has stood and is likely to
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stand now. Christian higher education administrators, staff, and faculty have not seen
this as important enough to make it a strategically implemented approach using the steps
represented in the items of the NCES’ survey instruments. The results of this study
should provide at least a picture of a slow increase in strategic institutional effort, only to
see a drop off in 2010, and while this does not specifically mean that information literacy
programming is not being provided across Christian higher education, it should at least
provoke reflection on whether Christian higher education is really dedicated to delivering
information literacy support and training to students.
This reflection should start with answering the question of why fewer than a third
of Christian higher education institutions had incorporated information literacy into the
institution’s mission and strategic plan. Administrators, faculty, and staff should ask why
Christian higher education has not developed committees to implement a strategic
approach to information literacy and, more tragically, why it has not used the expertise of
the library staff as a key group in implementing information literacy strategy within the
institutions. This should be even more of a puzzle given the almost 60% indication that
information literacy was identified as a desired student outcome for Christian higher
education.
Good reasons may exist for the lack of the specific strategic approaches in the
instruments from 2004 to 2010, but the results of this study should at least give pause to
each institution that considers itself a part of Christian higher education, specifically
those within the CCCU. It is a call to examine the institutional strategic approach to
information illiteracy.
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More specifically, administrators, faculty, and staff from across each institution
should take time to determine how better to include the library and librarians in strategic
approaches to information literacy efforts. Empowering, partnering, and resourcing the
library and librarians to advise faculty and curriculum developers, develop support at the
assignment level in partnership with faculty, and provide independent programming that
would help to train students at appropriate times should be considered at a minimum and
implemented in the ideal.
On the whole, if Christian higher education is aiming for excellence in education
and in the substantive capabilities of its students, this study seems to be a clarion call to a
lack of strategic implementation of such efforts for excellence. And, while it does have
an almost 60% recognition of information literacy as an outcome, it seems worthy of
improvement. If administrators are to accept the literature’s stance, Christian higher
education as a whole should aim to increase that percentage.
Implications for Future Research
While the results of this study can be used to heighten awareness and call
Christian higher education to a more strategic approach, it does not explain why or
illuminate more clearly the position of administrators, faculty, and staff concerning the
implementation of information literacy in a strategic manner. Further study is merited to
understand why there is not a higher implementation of the strategies represented in the
items from the 2004-2010 instruments and why there was a drop-off in implementation
from 2008 to 2010.
To address one of the limitations of this descriptive study, a means of placing
meaningful value on each of the items in the 2010 instrument based on research could be
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used along with the data used in this study to determine how significant a difference
exists between CHE and GHE. Where this study seems to indicate a significant lower
participation in the strategic initiatives represented by the items in every year of the
study, a cumulative value for each institution’s implementation of all of the strategies
could be used to determine if the lower percentage of implementation is statistically
significant.
A further expansion of this study would be one in which a broader definition of
what constitutes an institution of Christian higher education was used. This, along with
the previous method, would likely provide results that would more clearly inform
administrators, faculty, and staff. Since 2010 was the last year to use the instrument
items that this study was primarily based on, it would also be useful to re-use those
specific items and re-survey the Christian higher education community to see if the
decline in implementation has continued or if there has been an upturn in strategic
implementation.
For schools where these institutional strategies had been implemented, it would be
worth identifying outcome measures based on the existing literature on information
literacy competency and identifying any correlations between each instrument item and
the outcomes. One possible outcome-based approach would be to study the difference
(past and present) in average GPA or other success indicators for institutions at the 20%-,
40%,- 60%-, 80%-, and 100%-levels of positive response to the five items in the 2010
instrument.
This study only identified a potential issue for Christian higher education. The
broad implication for future study is that there is significant room to ask questions and
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seek further understanding of how and if information literacy should be implemented at
the institutional level and why these particular strategies have not been used more
prolifically.
Conclusion
In Chapter 2, a case was made for the importance of information literacy as
needed to produce successful and well-educated students. Clearly, there has been and
likely still is a divide between what faculty expect from their students and the skill set
that students have when they arrive in college. It seems imperative that there are
information literacy efforts to assure that students are competent in their work as students
and that they become information literate graduates. Christian higher education’s calling
to develop graduates in a manner that brings glory to God, a call to excellence in all they
do, should mean that CHE’s commitment to education includes institutional strategies to
provide information literacy programs or efforts. It is clear from the results of this study
that much of CHE recognizes information literacy as important, having defined what an
information literate student is and identified information literacy as a desirable outcome.
It is also clear that the efforts identified as representing a strategic implementation of
information literacy are not implemented in CHE as thoroughly as in GHE. As such,
Christian higher education needs to take a reflective look at why it is not exceeding its
general peers in addressing this important aspect of a well-rounded education.
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Appendix A
Academic Library Survey
Information Literacy, FY 2008
See instructions for definition.
Item

Yes/No

Does your postsecondary institution have the following, or has it
done the following?
800 A definition of information literacy or of an information literate student ____
801 Incorporated information literacy in the institution’s mission

____

802 Incorporated information literacy in the institution’s strategic plan
If no, select “N” and skip 803 and 804.

____

803 An institution-wide committee to implement the strategic plans for
information literacy
____
804 The strategic plan formally recognizes the library’s role in information
literacy instruction?

____
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Appendix B
Data on In-Scope Responding Schools
The following table represents the numbers of in-scope postsecondary education
institutions that are 2-or-more-year, degree-granting, Title IV recipient institutions within
the 50 States and District of Columbia included in each survey year and the percentage
response from the responding population for the Information Literacy section of the
IES/NCES Academic Library Survey for each year.

Year of Survey

Total Number of In-Scope
Responding Schools

Percent of Schools Who
Responded

2004

3,653

87.0%

2006

3,617

88.8%

2008

3,827

86.7%

2010

3,689

86.1%

2012

3,793

85.3%
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Appendix C
Academic Library Survey
Information Literacy, FY 2012
See instructions for definition.
Item

Yes/No
Does your postsecondary institution have the following, or has it done
the following?

800 Has your postsecondary institution articulated student/learning/student
success outcomes? If not, select “N” and skip 801
____

801 Is information literacy incorporated
learning/student success outcomes?

in

the

institution’s

student
____
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Appendix D
Codes Used in Determining In-Scope Institutions
Variable
Name
ACT

Start
Position
395

Field
Width
1

Field
Type
character

OBEREG

396

2

numeric

OPEFLAG

415

1

numeric

STATUS

561

1

character

Data Element Description
Status of the institution
A - Active - institution active and not an add
C - Combined - merged with another institution
D - Delete - institution is out of business
H - Areas search on hold pending verification
I - Inactive due to Hurricane related problems
M - Death with data - closed in current year
N - New - added during the current year
O - Out- of-scope - not within scope of universe
P - Potential add - might be added
Q - Potential restore - might be restored
R - Restore - restored to the current universe
S - Split - split into more than one institution
U - Duplicate - UNITID previously assigned
W - Wipe out - out-of-scope potential add
X - Potential restore not within scope of IPEDS
Z - Universe III - out-of-scope
OBE region code
0 - US Service schools
1 - New England CT ME MA NH RI VT
2 - Mid East DE DC MD NJ NY PA
3 - Great Lakes IL IN MI OH WI
4 - Plains IA KS MN MO NE ND SD
5 - Southeast AL AR FL GA KY LA MS NC SC TN
VA WV
6 - Southwest AZ NM OK TX
7 - Rocky Mountains CO ID MT UT WY
8 - Far West AK CA HI NV OR WA
9 - Outlying areas AS FM GU MH MP PR PW VI
-3 - Not available
OPE eligibility indicator code
1 - Institution participates in Title IV federal financial
aid programs
2 - Branch campus of a main campus that participates
in Title IV
3 - Deferment only - limited participation
4 - New participants (became eligible during the Fall
collection-IPEDS)
5 - Not currently participating in Title IV, has an OPE
ID number
6 - Not currently participating in Title IV, does not
have and OPE I number
Response status code
A code identifying the response status of the
institution
1 – Respondent

Source
IPEDS

IPEDS

IPEDS

Derived
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CYPARCH

597

1

character

3 - Nonrespondent to data and screening questions,
not imputed
4 - Nonrespondent, imputed
5 - Nonrespondent to data (screening questions
reported, out-of-scope), not imputed
6 - Nonrespondent to data (screening questions
reported, in-scope), not imputed
Current year parent/child indicator
1 - Parent (Combined data respondent; record
contains data for more than one institution)
2 - Child (Data reported on another institution’s
record)
N - No response

Survey

(IES National Center for Educational Statistics, 2011b)

